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..The MAILING DATE of this comm unication appears on the cover sheet with the correspondence address - 
tup RPPi Y FILED 02 June 2003 FAILS TO PLACE THIS APPLICATION IN CONDITION FOR ALLOWANCE. 

Son™^ « APPeal (with appeal fee); or (3) a timely filed Request for Continued 

Examination (RCE) in compliance with 37 CFR 1.114. 

pfriod FOR REPLY [check either a) or b)] 

earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1 .704(b). 

1 □ A Notice of Appeal was filed on . Appellant's Brief must be filed within the period set forth in 

37 CFR 1.192(a), or any extension thereof (37 CFR 1.191(d)), to avoid d.smissal of the appeal. 
2.D The proposed amendments) will not be entered because: 

(a) □ they raise new issues that would require further consideration and/or search (see NOTE below); 

(b) □ they raise the issue of new matter (see Note below); 

(c) □ they are not deemed to place the application in better form for appeal by materially reducing or simplifying the 

issues for appeal; and/or 

(d) □ they present additional claims without canceling a corresponding number of finally rejected claims. 
NOTE: . 

3D Applicant's reply has overcome the following rejection(s): 



4D Newly proposed or amended claim(s) would be allowable if submitted in a separate, timely filed amendment 

canceling the non-allowable claim(s). 

5 H The a)D affidavit, b)D exhibit, or c)H request for reconsideration has been considered but does NOT 
olace the application in condition for allowance because: ,Ssa Continuation Sheet. 

6.D Affidavit or exhibit will NOT be considered because it is not directed SOLELY to ,ssues wh.ch were newly 

raised by the Examiner in the final rejection. 
7 M For purposes of Appeal, the proposed amendment® a)D will not be entered or b)Q will be , entered and an 
explanation of how the new or amended claims would be rejected is prov.ded below or appended. 

The status of the claim(s) is (or will be) as follows: 

Claim(s) allowed: 

Claim(s) objected to: . 

Claim(s) rejected: M2. 
Claim(s) withdrawn from consideration: 13-16. 
80 The proposed drawing correction filed on is a)Q approved or b)Q disapproved by the Examiner. 

9. Q Note the attached Information Disclosure Statements PTO-1449) Paper No(s). . 

10. Q Other: 
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Part of Paper No. 15 



Continuation Sheet (PTO-303) 
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Application No. 



Continuation of 5. does NOT place the application in condition for allowance because: 1) the instant application has filing date before 
Haneder et al. MPEP 804 Section B. Nonstatutory Double Patenting, item 1) Obviousness-Type does not have date requirement in 
determining the double patenting. 2) The Applicant argues that Haneder et al. are directed to different subject matters, while the instant 
application is directed to ferroelectrics transistor. This is not persuasive, because Haneder clearly indicates a memory cells having a 
ferroelectrics transistor in claim 1. 3) The instant application do not contain the feature of strip-type doped well region between first and 
second S/D regions of the ferroelectrics transistor a recited in claims of Haneder et al. This is not persuasive because there is nothing in 
the claim language of the instant application would either exclude or include such feature, thus Haneder claim would read the claim 
language of the instant application. . 




pRlMAff* EXAMINER 



